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is to extend beyond a year from the making thereof. Seddon v. Rosenbaum 
85 Va. 928, 9 S. E. Rep. 326, Thomas v. Armstrong 86 Va. 323 10 S. E. Rep. 
6, Donellan v. Read 3 Barn. and Adol. 899, Cherry v. Heming 4 Exch. 631. 

CORPORATIONS-PROMISSORY NOTES-PROOF OF EXICUTION.--Plaintiff 
brings suit against defendant corporation on a note signed W. J. G. & Co., 
C. H. G., and L. F. T. Plaintiff proved the signature of C. H. G., the presi- 
dent of the corporation, and L. F. T., secretary and treasurer, and that the 
corporate signature was affixed by the president. Defendant denied the exe- 
tion of the note, and that it had received any benefit from the consideration. The 
note was admitted in evidence over the objection of the defendant. Held, 
that the execution of the note had not been sufficiently shown to be admissi- 
ble in evidence. Gould v. W. J. Gould de Co. (1903),-Mich.-96 N. W. 
Rep. 576. 

The admission of the note in evidence at the trial was upon the theory that 
the president, or the president and secretary together of a corporation are pre- 
sumed to have authority to execute negotiable paper, and consequently, if the 
signatures are proved, the burden of proof is shifted to the defendant. The 

present decision seems to hold, that such evidence is insufficient to establish 
even a prima facie case against a corporation. The holding is contrary to the 
Illinois cases, but it is probably in accord with the decisions in a great 
majority of the other states. It is said in COOK ON CORPORATIONS that an 

exception has been established in New York, and that 'the rule has arisen 
that a contract that is apparently a corporate contract being duly 

signed by the president, is presumed to be a corporate contract until the want 
of authority of the president is shown by the corporation." Patterson v. Rob- 
inson, 116 N. Y. 193, Chemical Nat. Bank v. Kohner, 85 N. Y. 189, Lee v. 
Pittsburg Coal Co. 56 How. Pr. 373. The rule would seem to be different in 
some cases. Peoples Bank v. St. Anthony's Church, 109 N. Y. 512, Colum- 
bian Bank v. Gospel Tabernacle, 127 N. Y. 361. 

COURTS-JURISDICTION OF STATE COURT TO ENJOIN A RECEIVFR APPOINT- 
ED BY FIDERAI COURT.-Complainant filed a bill in the Circuit Court of 

Chippewa County in Chancery against the receiver of the Michigan Telephone 
Co., appointed by the U. S. Circuit Court for the Eastern District of Michi- 

gan, alleging improper charges for telephone service to complainant and 

praying that the receiver be enjoined from making such charges or removing 
complainant's telephone. Upon suggestion of defendant's counsel that the 
court had no jurisdiction, the bill was dismissed with permission to take appro- 
priate action before the court which appointed the receiver. The complain- 
ant brings mandamus in the Supreme Court of Michigan to compel the Cir- 
cuit Judge to take jurisdiction in the injunction proceedings. Held, that the 
State court had no jurisdiction. Rogers v. Chippewa Co. Judge (1903), 
Mich. -, 97 N. W. Rep. 154. 

The court based its decision on the general equity doctrine that the pos- 
session and administration of property under a receivership rests exclusively 
in the court which appointed the receiver, and held that J 3 Acts of Congress 
1887, 1888 did not apply to give another court jurisdiction to interfere with 
the administration of the property. The statute provides, "That every receiver 
or manager of any property appointed by any court of the United States may 
be sued in respect of any act or transaction of his in carrying on the business 
connected with such property, without the previous consent of the court in 
which such receiver or manager was appointed, but such suit shall be subject 
to the general equity jurisdiction of the court in which such receiver 
or mtnager was appointed, so far as the same shall be necessary 
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